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SF  Evictions  Soar: 
The  Big  Kickout! 

People  are  leaving.  Lots  of  people.  It’s  happening  all 
around  us  now.  It’s  not  that  they  want  to  go.  They  have  no 
choice: 

tThe  older  woman  who  lived  quietly  in  the  flat  across 
the  street  for  28  years.  Always  paid  her  rent  on  time. 
Gone. 

tThe  young  family  who  told  everyone  how  lucky  they  were 
to  find  a  “reasonable  place"  and  "big  enough,  too". 
Their  luck  ran  out  with  the  arrival  of  a  THIRTY  DAY 
NOTICE  TO  VACATE. 

»The  middle-aged  cab  driver  told  by  his  new  landlord 
that  "upscale”  people  were  moving  into  the  neighborhood 
now.  The  landlord  was  right--at  least  as  far  as  the 
middle-aged  cab  driver’s  apartment  was  concerned. 


Photograp^by  MaiJ^^f^Lmek 


These  composite  examples  can  be  easily  multiplied,  as 
tenants  know. 


we 


But  what  do  the  facts  show?  Of  course  any  eviction  is  sad, 
you  say.  Let’s  be  otjective  about  this,  you  say.  Well, 
that's  what  we  said  too. 


The  result  was  The  Eviction  Watch 
volunteers  pouring  over  the  cold, 
records  in  the  Courts  and  City 
shocking.  It’s  the  Arithmetic  of 

New  SFTU 
Policy  begins 

Since  the  formation  of 
the  SFTU  in  1977,  we  have 
provided  our  counselling 
and  organizing  services 
for  free,  always  depending 
on  the  kindness  of 
strangers  for  funds  to  pay 
the  bills.  For  nearly  a 
decade,  the  SFTU  was  able 
to  survive  with  this  beg¬ 
garlike  approach.  But  we 
were  only  iust  surviving 
as  the  costs  of  running 
this  place  kept  increasing 
(sound  familiar?) .  Last 
year,  the  volunteer  staff 
looked  long  and  hard  at 
the  situation.  Analysis 
of  our  income  revealed 
that  only  three  of  every 
ten  people  we  counselled 
gave  the  TU  anything  in 
return,  namely  money. 

This  realization  hit  us 
hard-after’  all,  the  SFTU 
had  helped  transfer  a  lot 
of  wealth  from  landlords 
to  tenants  and  we  were 
operating  a  50-hour  a  week 
counselling  program  on  an 
annual  budget  of  $10,000! 
The  office  had  reached  the 
perpetual  brink  of  finan¬ 
cial  (and  physical)  col¬ 
apse — something  had  to 
change! 

After  months  of  debate, 
we  decided  to  set  up  a  new 
system  in  order  to  become 
economically  self-suffi¬ 
cient  and  to  improve  our 
services  to  SF  tenants. 


Project,  a  band  of  hardy 
hard,  publically  available 
Agencies.  The  result  is 
Misery:  The  Big. Kickout. 

continued  on  back  page 


Vacancy  Control-How  to  Get  It 


Taking  Initiative 

A  Committee  to  lay  the 
goundwork  for  a  fall  ballot 
initiative  that  would 
establish  Vacancy  Control, 
has  been  set  up. 


If  you  are  interested  in 
more  information,  or  in 
participating  please  Write 
the: 

VACANCY _  CONTROL  INI T IAJIVE 
COMMITTEE 

519  Castr o,  San  Fr a nci s co, 

CA  94114 

or  leave  a  message  at  553- 

2556  a n i_we  will  get  back  to 

you. 

Remember:  the  Mayor  has 
twice  vetoed  mild  forms  of 
Vacancy  Control  in  the  last 
five  years  but  a  proposition 
passed  by  the  people  cannot 
be  vetoed ! ! 


Vacancy  control,  if  enacted,  would  set 
limits  on  rent  increases  for  units  that 
have  been  vacated,  either  voluntarily 
or  by  "just  cause"  eviction.  Such 
vacated  units  are  currently 
decontrolled  in  San  Francisco, 
meaning  landlords  can  raise  the  rent 
when  you  move  out  to  whatever  level 
they  think  the  market  will  bear. 

This  has  created  an  incentive  for 
landlords  to  evict  their  tenants,  and 
sure  enough,  the  number  of  evictions 
has  increased  dramatically  since 
vacancy  decontrol  was  enacted  in  1979. 
The  issue  among  tenant  advocates, 
therefore,  is  not  whether  to  enact 
vacancy  control,  but  how. 

Those  who  would  like  to  put  the  issue 
before  the  voters  with  an  initiative 
argue  that  tenants  are  already 
educated  about  vacancy  control,  and 
that  the  direct  democracy  approach 
would  most  effectively  express  the 
consensus  which  already  exists  among 
tenants  in  San  Francisco.  They  also 
believe  that  1986  would  be  a  good  year 
to  run  an  initiative  because  the  fall 
election  will  include  major  state  and 
local  races,  thus  assuring  a  large 
turnout  which  would  presumably  work 
in  our  favor. 

Furthermore,  they  oppose  the 
legislative  approach  because  of  its 
seeming  futility.  Mayor  Feinstein 
would  veto  any  vacancy  control 
legislation  that  was  passed,  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  will  very  likely 
become  more  conservative  after  the 
next  election,  not  less.  Besides,  they 


argue,  whether  we  won  or  lost,  the 
organization  among  tenants  groups 
would  be  sure  to  arise  out  of  such  an 
initiative  campaign  would  stand  us  in 
good  stead,  vacancy  control  or  no. 

Those  tenant  advocates  who  oppose 
the  initiative  approach  do  so  out  of  a 
jaded  realism  based  on  past  grass-roots 
campaign  experiences.  They  know 
that  landlords  will  spend  much  more 
money  than  us  to  defeat  such  a 
measure,  and  that  they'll  fight  dirty, 
playing  on  tenants  fears  and 
prejudices.  They  also  believe  that  if  a 
vacancy  control  initiative  must  be  run, 
it  would  do  better  in  an  off-year 
election  because  of  the  lack  of 
competing  issues. 

A  third  strategy  for  achieving 
vacancy  control,  neither  legislative  nor 
electoral,  is  direct  action.  Though  not 
now  feasible,  given  the  relatively  low 
level  of  tenant  organization  in  this 
city,  it's  nonetheless  an  alternative 
that  should  be  considered  for  the 
future.  Based  on  the  more  radical 
tactics  of  militant  unionism,  it  would 
bypass  all  bureaucratic  bodies  and 
depend  instead  on  tenant  solidarity. 
Landlords  who  tried  to  raise  rents  on 
vacant  units  beyond  an  agreed 
percentage  would  be  boycotted  or 
picketed,  and  those  units  would  remain 
empty  until  the  landlords  complied 
with  the  limits  set  by  vacancy  control. 
Though  competition,  not  cooperation, 
now  characterizes  relations  between 
most  San  Francisco  tenants,  direct 
action  can  provide  us  with  an 
important  model  to  work  towards. 
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This  issue  of  TENANT  TIMES  is  dedicated  to  those 
people  without  permanent  homes  and  who  seek  shelter 
from  the  storm. 
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Sacramento  1985=  THE  AB483  TRAVELLING  O 

Deuk  blinks, 


Costa  stalls 


It  was  a  somewhat  memorable  year  in 
Sacramento  for  State  tenant/housing 
legislation.  This  in  spite  of  a  firm 
pledge  by  Governor  Deukmejian  to 
Veto  any  and  all  housing  development 
legislation  if  the  Costa  local  rent 
control  pre-emption  bill  (AB483)  wan 
not  passed.  Well,  Assemblyman 
Costa's  (Democrat,  Fresno)  bill  is  still 
stalled  in  the  State  Senate  Judiciary 
Committee.  but  meanwhile,  the 
Hostages  were  released! 

Out  of  a  package  of  some  34  low 
income  housing  bills  introduced  this 
year,  23  passed  and  of  those  20  were 
signed  by  the  Governor. 

Of  particular  interest  to  tenants  were 
successful  bills  relating  to  eviction 
rights  and  security  deposits.  In 
AB2148  (Harris),  a  "rebuttable 
presumption"  was  established  that  a 
landlord  had  broken  the  "implied 
warrant  of  habitability"  for  an 
apartment  which  had  been  cited  for 
substantial  code  violations  (left 
unrepaired)  before  an  eviction  case. 
The  tenant  could  also  sue  for  increased 
damages  if  the  unit  had  been  cited  for 
violations  by  building  Inspectors.  We 
are  talking  serious  violations  here, 
namely  those  listed  in  Sec  1941  of  the 
California  Civil  Code. 

The  Harris  bill  also  provides  for  a 
stay  of  eviction,  upon  appeal,  in  cases 
of  extreme  hardship,  provided  the 
tenant  posts  the  rent  due  with  the 
court. 

In  the  ever  popular  security  arena, 
AB1677  (Condit)  and  AB2289  (Wright) 
together  clarify  and  somewhat 
strengthen  the  State  law  on  security 
deposits  and  the  return,  or  lack  of 
return  of  same.  These  bills  will  make  a 
landlord  who  fails  to  return  a  security 
deposit  liable  to  the  tenant  to  the  tune 
of  2%  monthly  interest  on  the  unpaid 
deposit  (starting  in  1987).  This 
legislation  clarifies  responsibility  for 
failure  to  return  or  transfer  the  deposit 
on  the  sale  of  a  building.  It  also 
clarifies  which  "wear  and  tear"  is  not 
deductable  from  the  security  deposit, 
and  clarifies  that  a  tenant  is  liable  for 
damage  caused  by  a  tenant's~guest. 

Now,  here's  a  bad  bill  that  was  passed 
and  signed.  SB505,  effective  July  1, 
1986,  is  the  Ellis 

"going-out-of-business  eviction  bill." 
Based  on  the  absurd  premise  that 
landlords  were  somehow  being  forced 
to  remain  landlords  against  their  will 
by  a  recent  Calif  Supreme  Court 
decision  (the  Nash  case)  this  law  was 
amended  almost  (unfortunately  not 
completely)  to  death  by  Tenant 
Advocates  in  the  State  Capitol.  This 
will  require  SF  to  pass  local 
legislation/regulations  to  prevent 
abusive  evictions  when  the  landlord 
claims  to  be  going  out  of  business. 

And  now  for  a  really  bad  bill.  AB483, 
the  Costa  rent  control  pre-emption 
effort  remains  hung  up  in  the  Senate 
Judiciary  Committee  thanks  to  the 
heroic  efforts  of  State  Senator  David 
Roberti  (All  Hail!).  This  thing  would 
prevent  any  attempt  here  in  San 
Francisco  to  enact  "vacancy  control"  to 
prevent  arbitrary  rent  increases  or 
evictions.  In  addition,  anyone  living  in 
a  rented  single  family  home  would  be 
immediately  and  totally  decontrolled. 
AB483  had  been  amended  and 

additional  hearings  are  scheduled  (see 
adjoining  box). 

Finally,  a  number  of  low/moderate 
income  housing  production,  and 

homeless  relief  bills  were  passed  and 
signed  into  law. 

A  lot  of  credit  is  due  to  the  efforts  of 
California  Housing  Action  and 

Information  Network  (CHAIN)  and  to 
Joe  Pasaqualini,  their  (and  our) 

Legislative  Advocate  in  Sacramento. 

IRotoerti’s  Rating  Report 

available  upon  request. 


Oi  January  31,  a  public  hearing  was  held  in  TH 
Oakland  to  elicit  testimony  from  tenants  and  a 
landlords  about  the  proposed  legislation  sponsored  V  / 
by  Assemblyman  Costa  (D-Fresno)  and  his  real  estate  f* 
friends,  now  pending  in  the  State  Senate.  As  most  TT 
of  you  knew,  this  is  the  unpteenth  time  an  effort  w# 
to  buy  an  anti-rent  control  law  in  Sacramento  has 
been  made. 

At  the  hearing,  everything  fell  into  its 
predictable  pattern.  Tenants  outnumbered  landlords 
2-1.  Landlords  attacked  "radical  rent  control"  and 
crucified  Berkeley  as  the  epitome  of  evil  comnunist 
doctrines.  Tenants  defended  the  right  to  freedom 
of  choice  in  localities  and  held  up  rent  control  as 
the  saving  grace. 

Although  superb  testimony  was  offered  by  SF 
Rent  Board  Commissioner  Polly  Marshall  and  others, 
perhaps  the  best  line  uttered  all  day  was  by  Linda 
Shorey,  Mayor  of  that  Sonoma  County  hamlet  which 
passed  their  rent  law  in  1980.  "Cotati  knows  what 
Cotati  needs,"  should  go  dewn  as  the  most  concise 
summation  of  what  this  never-ending  battle  is  all 
about.  God  bless  Cotati 1 

At  this  time,  it  is  unclear  what  happens  next, 
but  you  can  bet  AB483  will  hang  over  our  heads  for 
a  while  longer.  Old  St.  Mary's  Housing  Committee 
is  leading  the  SF  fight  to  beat  it  down.  Contact 
them  at  3  98-07  24  if  you  want  to  enlist. 


mmm 

VIEW 


The  following  song  was  given  as 
testimony  before  the  State  Senate 
Judiciary  Committee  on  January  31, 
holding  hearings  on  the  Costa  Bill, 
AB483. 

WE  OWN THE  WORLD 
(WE  ARE  THE  LANDLORDS) 

Parody  Lyrics 
by 

Lee  Goland 

There  comes  a  time 
When  we  heed  a  certain  call 
And  the  landlords  must  come 
together  as  one 
There  are  tenants  crying 
They  have  suffered  at  our  hand 
We  don't  care,  we're  the  greatest 
thieves  of  all 

We  go  on 

Extorting  month  by  month 
And  if  the  world  goes  hungry,  we'll  be 
saved 

We  are  all  part 
Of  a  big  monopoly 
And  we  can't  get  enough  to  satisfy  our 
greed 

Chorus:  We  own  the  world 

we  are  the  land  ords 

We  live  in  our  uncy  suburban  homes 

Out  tenants  pay  for 

And  in  this  choice  you're  making 

Don't  think  about  the  poor 

They  don't  pay  for  campaign  ads  on 

t.v. 

This  bill  contains  a  part 

to  make  people  think  we  care 

It  provides  some  token  subsidies 

But  let's  realize 

Rent  control  has  got  to  go 

So  we  can  all  steal  together  as  one 


(Repeat  chorus) 
(c)1986,  Lee  Gorland 


by  Roger  B.  Levin 
San  Francisco  Tenants  Union 


NEW  LANDLORDS  STILL  NEED 
"JUST  CAUSE"  TO  EVICT 

the  landlord;  8)  The  landlord  seeks 
possession  for  use  as  a  principal 
San  Francisco  residential  tenants  are  residence  for  himself  or  specified 
likely  to  forget  that  most  of  California  relatives;  9)  The  landlord  seeks  to 
has  neither  rent  control  nor  requires  a  recover  possession  in  order  to  sell  the 
landlord  to  have  "just  cause"  for  unit  as  a  condominium;  10)  The 
eviction.  In  most  of  the  state,  in  fact,  a  landlord  seeks  to  remove  the  rental 
tenant  renting  on  a  month-to-month  unit  form  the  market  for  demolition, 
basis  can  be  given  a  30-day  notice  after  obtaining  permits;  11)  The 
increasing  the  rent  or  ordering  him/her  landlord  seeks  to  temporarily  remove 
to  leave  for  any  reason — or  no  reason  at  the  unit  from  housing  use  for  capital 
all!  The  same  principle  even  applies  to  improvements  or  rehabilitation  work; 
a  tenant  with  a  written  lease,  as  soon  or  12)  The  landlord  seeks  to  recover 
as  the  lease  expires.  Thus  our  friends  possession  in  order  to  carry  out 
in  Oakland  or  Daly  City,  for  example,  substantial  rehabilitation." 
are  very  much  at  their  landlord's  The  court  then  held  that  since  "(t)he 
mercy  as  far  as  both  eviction  and  rent  ordinance  does  not  list  as  a  ground  for 
are  concerned.  eviction  a  change  of  ownership,"  the 

For  San  Francisco  tenants  in  rent  new  owner  had  "failed  to  demonstrate 
controlled  units,  however,  the  San  that  it  had  grounds  under  the 
Francisco  rent  ordinance  generally  (ordinance)  to  evict  (the  tenants)."  On 
limits  rent  increases  to  4%  annually  the  contrary,  since  both  the  old  and  the 
(at  this  writing)  and  landlords  are  new  owners  were  entitled  to  receive 
always  required  to  have  one  or  more  rent  if  they  so  chose  the  new  owner  "as 
"just  cause”  reason  to  evict.  successor  to  the  'landlord,'  is  subject  to 

The  San  Francisco  ordinance  the  ordinance  (and)  became  a  'landlord' 
itself— and  the  requirement  for  "just  by  operation  of  law."  Finally,  the  fact 
cause"  for  eviction  particularly— were  that  the  original  defaulting  buyers  (the 
recently  given  a  powerful  boost  by  the  old  landlords)  had  begun  purchasing 
California  Court  of  Appeals.  In  Gross  tEe  unit  before  the  rent  ordinance  was 
v.  Superior  Court,  171  Cal.  Acc.  3rd 
'  Cil 


284(1985) 


passed  "did  not  preclude  application  of 
the  the  ordinance  to  (the  new 


265,  217  Cal  Rptr.  _ _ _ _ _  _  „„„ 

appellate  court  held  that  even  when  a  owner/landlords)." 
new  landlord  buys  a  rent  controlled  Gross  is  an  important  case  for  several 
property,  that  landlord  is  still  required  reasons.  First,  many  San  Franciscans 
to  have  a  "just  cause"  under  the  simply  assume  that  once  their  building 
ordinance  to  make  the  current  tenants  is  sold  (or  even  being  sold)  they  are  no 
leave.  The  mere  fact  of  change  in  longer  under  rent  control,  and  the  new 
ownership,  is  not  in  itself  grounds  for  owner  can  do  whatever  s/he  wants, 
eviction.  ...  And  whether  from  pure  greed  or  pure 

in  Oross,  the  buyers  of  a  residential  ignorance,  the  new  landlord  will 
unit  (mthis  case  a  condo!)  signed  a  almost  certainly  do  nothing  to 
lease  renting  the  unit  to  several  discourage  this  impression  Gross  tells 
tenants,  but  these  buyers  defaulted  on  us  clearly,  however,  that  TKe-  rent 
their  payments  and  were  soon  out  of  ordinance  continues  to  apply  even 
the  picture.  The  original  owners  of  the  under  these  circumstances  Secondly 
unit  then  bought  it  back  and  served  the  trial  courts  in  San  Francisco-where 
tenants  with  a  3-day  notice  to  leave,  evictions  suits  are  first  heard— have 
Notice  that  there  was  no  lease  between  often  in  the  past  treated  the  rent 
the  tenants  and  these  original  owners,  ordinance  as  a  sort  of  "toy"  law  not  to 
The  eviction  notice,  however,  did  not  be  taken  too  seriously,  and  have 
give  any  one  of  the  just  causes"  for  refused  to  enforce  it  (Gross  itself 
eviction  mentioned  in  the  San  required  two  appeals!).  Gross  was  a 


Francisco  rent  ordinance. 

The  Gross  court  first  summed  up  the  12 
"just  causes"  as  follows: 

"U  The  tenant  has  failed  to  pay  rent;  2) 


Court  of  Appeals  case  however,  decided 
by  the  judicial  body  just  below  the 
California  Supreme  Court,  and  is 
binding  on  these  reluctant  lowen 


-  -  i  cut,  i-4  /  uii  vllCOv  1  ClULuilllv  IvWvP 

The  tenant  has  violated  an  obligation  courts.  Precisely  these  very  lower  trial 

(>f  Ihp  fpnQ  nnv  Q».  _ *.  •  _  ...l _  _  •  • 


uin  the  tenancy;  3)  The  tenant  is 
committing  a  nuisance;  4)  The  tenant 
is  using  the  unit  for  an  illegal  purpose; 
5)  The  tenant  has  refused  to  agree  to  a 
new  rental  agreement  upon  expiration 
of  the  old  one;  6)  The  tenant  has 
refused  access  to  the  landlord;  7)  The 
tenant  is  a  subtenant  not  approved  by 


courts  are  where  eviction  judgements 
are  first  rendered,  Gross  should  go  a 
long  way  in  turning  things  around  for 
tenants  from  the  start. 

Finally,  our  warmest  congratulations 
to  attorney  Bob  DeYries,  a  longtime 
friend  of  the  Tenants  Union — and  the 
winning  lawyer  in  this  case! 


NOTICE  OF  PUBLIC  HEARING 

THE  RENT  BOARD  COMMISSIONERS  INVITE 
THE  PUBLIC  TO  COMMENT  ON  PROPOSED 
CHANGES  TO  THE  BOARD’S  RULES  AND 
REGULATIONS.  THE  PROPOSED  CHANGES 
ARE  OUTLINED  IN  THE  ATTACHED 
SUMMARY.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS  WILL  BE 
ACCEPTED  AT  THE  HEARING 


DATE: 

FEBRUARY  25,  1986 

TIME: 

6:00  p.m. 

PLACE: 

STATE  BUILDING,  ROOM  1158 

350  MCALLISTER  STREET 
(between  POLK  and  LARKIN) 

SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA 

THE  FULL  TEXT  OF  THE  PROPOSED  CHANGES  IS  AVAILABLE  AT  THE 
RENT  BOARD  OFFICES  AT  170  FELL  STREET,  ROOM  16,  IN  SAN 
FRANCISCO  ON  MONDAY,  WEDNESDAY  AND  FRIDAY  FROM  8:30  TO 
5:00  and  ON  TUESDAY  AND  THURSDAY  FROM  8:30  TO  1:00  pm. 

SUMMARY  OF  DRAFT  RULE  CHANGES 

Introduction 

The  Board  is  considering  changes  to  its  Rules  and  Regulations.  Following  is 
a  summary  of  possible  changes  which  the  board  may  consider  adopting.  When 
options  are  listed  under  a  Regulation  Section,  it  means  that  the  board  is 
considering  more  than  possible  change  to  that  section.  Only  one  option,  if  any, 
will  be  adopted  by  the  Board.  Options  are  included  in  some  proposed  changes 
for  the  purpose  of  discussion  by  both  the  Commissioners  and  the  public. 

Section  1.11  Anniversary  Date 

Adds  a  provision  allowing  a  new  anniversary  date  to  be  set  when  allowable 
increases  are  imposed  after  one  year  since  the  current  rent  date. 

Section  2.13  Board  Meetings 

Changes  the  mandatory  meeting  to  at  least  one  Tuesday  of  each  month, 
instead  of  the  first  Tuesday. 

Section  4.11  Computation  of  Passthrough  of  Gas  and  Electricity 

(a)  Changes  the  term  "rent  anniversary"  to  "annual  rent  increase.” 


Rent  Board  Rules... Our  Thoughts 

The  SF  Rent  Board  has  been  struggling  for  over 
a  year  to  revise  its  Rules  and  Regulations.  CYi 
again,  off  again,  the  Board  will  be  holding  a 
public  hearing  on  TUESDAY,  FEB HJ ARY  25  beginning  at 
6pm.  This  will  be  an  opportunity  for  tenants  and 
landlords  to  comment  on  the  proposed  changes.  We 
encourage  your  attendance  if  you  have  ever  had  the 
pleasure  of  a  rent  increase  above  the  guidelines. 

We  have  reprinted  the  official  summary  of  the 
proposed  changes  for  your  information.  Many  are  of 
a  "housekeeping"  nature  intended  to  clarify  minor 
issues.  Others  are  of  a  greater  magnitude  with 
perhaps  serious  impact  on  renters.  We  offer  cur 
opinions  below. 

OPERATING  AND  MAINTENANCE-6 .10 

Of  the  three  options  up  for  discussion,  Cpticn 
2  is  the  one  that  would  best  benefit  tenants' 
interests.  It  would  reverse  current  Board  policy 
to  allow  prospective  (incurred  yet  unpaid)  debt 
service  to  be  considered  as  a  basis  for  a  rent 
increase  (see  Option  3) .  The  odds  are  likely  that 
Option  3  will  be  adopted  unless  the  Board  is 
persuaded  otherwise. 

THE  NEWBCRN  HJLE-6.13 

Option  3  is  stronger  than  Options  1  and  2  in 
that  is  in  an  all-inclusive  amendment  which  would 
clarify  that  all  agreements  to  violate  the  Rent  Law 
are  void.  And  on  top  of  thlis,  the  Board  makes  the 
committment  to  protect  housing  for  families. 

DECREASE  IN  SE3VICES-10.10 

This  addition  appears  to  be  worse  than  it 
really  is — it  simply  puts  the  Board's  unwritten 
policy  into  print.  A  more  needed  Rules  change  (but 
one  the  Board  seems  unlikely  to  consider)  would 
establish  a  set  of  guidelines  to  valuate  a  given 
service.  At  present,  it  is  up  to  the  discretion  of 
the  hearing  officer  to  rationalize  the  value  of  a 
service  decrease. 

CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENT  EVICTION  NOTICES-12.15 
Excellent.  A  long  needed  change. 


(b)  Changes  the  term  "passthrough"  to  "recover." 

(1)  Computation  is  based  on  the  2  calendar  years  preceding  the 
passthrough  instead  of  1980  and  1981. 

(2)  through  (5)  simplifies  the  calculation  language. 

(c)  Currently  subsection  (e);  no  changes. 

(d)  Currently  subsection  (c);  no  changes 

(e)  Currently  subsection  (f);  no  changes. 

(0  Currently  subsection  (g);  no  changes. 

(g)  Currently  subsection  (h);  no  changes. 

(h)  Currently  subsection  (i);  no  changes. 

(i)  Currently  subsection  (j);  no  changes. 

Section  4.13  Banking 

(a)  Adds  a  provision  that  banked  increases  may  be  imposed  after  the  rent 
increase  anniversary  date. 

Section  6.0  Operating  and  Maintenance  [subsection  (a)  only] 

Option  1  Adds  the  alternative  of  using  the  preceding  two  calendar  years. 
Option  2  Disallows  prospective  debt  service  by  requiring  use  of  actual  costs 
incurred;  calculation  is  to  be  based  on  calendar  years,  unless  such  calculation 
creates  an  undue  hardship  on  the  landlord. 

Option  3  Requires  use  of  actual  costs,  except  for  substantiated  prospective 
increased  debt  service  and/or  property  taxes. 

[NEW]  Section  6.13  Agreements  to  Pay  Additional  Rent  for  Children 
Option  1  Provides  that  no  extra  rent  maybe  charge  for  the  addition  of  a 
newborn  child,  regardless  of  any  contrary  terms  in  the  rental  agreement. 
Option  2  Adds  to  option  1  an  exemption  for  foster  children  for  which  the 
tenant  receives  consideration. 

Option  3  Provides  that  any  requirement  to  pay  rent  increases  in  excess  of 
amounts  permitted  under  the  Ordinance  is  deemed  unenforceable,  including 
any  requirement  for  additional  rent  for  the  addition  of  a  newborn  child. 

Section  10.10  Decrease  in  Services 

[NEW  subsection]  (c)  Implements  Board  policy  disallowing  a  rent  decrease 
more  than  twelve  (12)  months  prior  to  raising  the  issue  (or  filing  the  decrease 
petition)  except  in  extraordinary  circumstances. 

Section  11.14  Absence  of  Parties 

Adds  a  provision  requiring  a  declaration  from  a  party  who  bases  an  appeal 
substantially  due  to  failure  to  receive  notice  of  the  hearing. 

Section  11.18  Burden  of  Proof 

Changes  the  7%  increase  reference  to  that  of  the  allowable  rent  increase. 

Section  12.15  Notices  Regarding  Capital  Improvement  Work 
[If  adopted,  current  section  12.15  would  be  re-numbered  to  12.16  ] 

Specifies  requirements  for  eviction  under  Ordinance  Section  37.9(a)(l  1) 
including  that  (1)  the  work  must  involve  that  which  would  make  the  unit 
hazardous,  unhealthy  and/or  uninhabitable,  (2)  tenants  be  given  the 
opportunity  to  work  out  a  schedule  to  remain  while  the  work  is  being  done,  and 

(3)  tenants  receive  copies  of  the  permits,  a  description  of  the  work  and  an 
approximate  date  for  reoccupancy. 


People  should  be  aware  that  the  (Hector) 
Chinchilla  year  has  ended  and  small  landlord  Ralph 
Payne  has  been  elected  president  of  the  Board.  In 
reality,  this  may  not  mean  too  much  considering  the 
relative  balance  on  the  Board.  Mr.  Chinchilla's 
term  of  office  was  a  smooth,  if  uneventful,  year 
for  the  Rent  Board,  the  highlight  being  these  Rules 
changes  and  the  computerization  of  the  office.  We 
expect  that  Mr.  Payne's  presidency  will  be  fair  and 
equitable.  We  do  not  need  another  Russ  Flynn. 
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The  housing  shortage 
that  pervades  San  Fran¬ 
cisco  did  not  come  out  of 
the  blue.  It  developed 
over  years  long  before  an 
official  ■crisis"  was  de¬ 
clared  by  City  Hall.  The 
planned  destruction  of 
neighborhoods  through  the 
Redevelopment  Agency's 

Urban  Renewal  of  the  50' 8 
and  60 * s  was  the  most  ter¬ 
rible  wound  inflicted  on 
the  city  since  the  quake 
and  fire  eighty  years  ago. 
Thousands  of  rental  units 
were  levelled  and  whole 
communities  displaced. 

During  the  70's,  massive 
property  speculation  on 
the  eastslde  of  Twin  Peaks 
sowed  the  seeds  of  gentri- 
fication,  which  flourishes 
today  in  almost  every  part 
of  the  city. 

The  1980's  has  been  the 
decade  of  conversion.  An 
unknown  number  of  rental 
units — perhaps  10,000 — 
have  been  turned  into 

other  uses,  especially  as 
offices,  condos  and  for 
tourist/executive  use. 

Many  of  these  conversions 
were  illegal,  without  ob¬ 
taining  permission  from 

City  Hall.  More  fright¬ 
ening,  however,  is  that 
most  of  these  lost  housing 
opportunities  were  (and 

remain)  legal,  allowed  by 
a  city  which  repeatedly 
claims  that  the  preserva¬ 
tion  and  development  of 
"affordable  housing*  is  a 
primary  objective.  Since 
everybody  knows  that  newly 
built  housing  units  cost 
so  much  that  only  a  hand¬ 
ful  of  people  can  afford 
to  buy  or  rent  them,  why 
does  the  city  continue  to 


allow  our  precious  rental 
housing  stock  to  evaporate 
by  conversion  and  demoli¬ 
tion?  It  is  even  more 
absurd  when  you  realize 
that  there  exists  a  major 
office  and  tourist  hotel 
glut  in  San  Francisco. 

To  combat  the  continued 
loss  of  housing  units,  the 
SF  Housing  6  Tenants  Coun¬ 
cil  established  a  watchdog 
committee  of  neighborhood 
activists,  who  have  been  j 
working  since  the  Fall  to 
do  three  things: 

1)  Document  the  wide  I 
variety  of  ways  housing  is 
lost.  This  is  a  difficult 

. task  and  requires  a  great  | 
deal  of  help  in  gathering 
information. 

2)  Organize  public  testi¬ 

mony  at  hearings  to  be 
held  in  the  Spring.  City 
Hall  must  be  held  respon¬ 
sible  to  its  residents, 
why  are  conversions  being 
allowed  to  happen  without 
restraint?  who's  in 

charge? 

3)  Promote  new  strategies 
to  prevent  the  loss  of  ad¬ 
ditional  housing  in  the 
future  (and  hopefully,  re¬ 
claim  some  of  the  lost 
stock . ) 

This  committee  will  be 
finalizing  its  report  in 
March  with  public  hearings 
to  be  held  shortly  there*: 
after.  If  you  know  of  any 
specific  conversions  in 
your  neighborhood,  or*  you 
would  .like  to  participate 
in  this  project,  please 
contact  Brad  Paul  at 
474-2164,  Marie  Jobling  at 
3  97-7151,  or  Jim  Faye  at 
the  SFTU. 

(Yes,  we  know  that  558 
Capp  i 8  a  converted  home; 
it  was  turned  into  offices 
in  1972  and  is  scheduled 
to  revert  back  to  housing 
by  the  end  of  the  century. 


ASTORIA  TO 
JURY  TRIAL 

The  future  of  the 
Astoria  Hotel,  a  93-room 
residential  hotel  at  the 
Gate  of  Chinatown  (Bush  & 
Grant)  will  soon  be 
decided — will  it  remain  a 
home  for  San  Franciscans 
or  will  it  convert  to  an 
"oriental-theme"  tourist 
hotel  as  the  developers 
want?  The  Astoria  was 
home  to  dozens  of  merchant 
seamen  and  others  until 
June  1984  when  Frank  Lembi 
of  Skyline  Realty  infamy 
cajoled  most  of  them  to 
move  out,  using  $1200  to 
grease  the  wheel.  All  but 
eight  tenants  moved. 
These  stalwart  gentlemen 
were  then  subjected  to  an 
ongoing  decrease  in  hotel 
services  including  no  heat 
or  hot  water,  a  broken  el¬ 
evator  forcing  seniors  to 
walk  up  and  down  7  flights 
of  stairs,  harassment  by 
the  manager  and  security 
breaches.  Last  Spring, 
these  people  sued  Lembi 
and  his  associates.  This 
suit  now  heads  to  trial  by 
jury  on  February  24  and  is 
expected  to  last  a  month. 
We  urge  all  tenants  to 
attend  this  historic  and 
vitally  important  trial, 
even  if  you  can  only  come 
for  a  short  time.  The 
Astoria  Hotel  Tenants 
Association  ia  fighting 
the  battle  to  protect 


residential 
being  turned 
traps.  The 
income 
in  SF 


hotels  from 
into  tourist 
rights  of  low 
renters  to  remain 
is  at  stake.  Call 


SFTU 

the 


for  more 
trial 


info  about 
location. 


continued  from  page  one 

THE  ARITHMETIC  OF  MISERY 

To  start  out  our  tact  recital,  here’s  a  cold  hard  tact  tor 
all  ot  you  out  there  in  Fri scol andi ai  Residential  evictions 
in  San  Francisco  soared  to  a  new  historic  high  in  1985 
Based  on  our  examination  ot  public  Court  records,  a  total  of 
7,238  residential  eviction  cases  were  found  to  have  been 
filed  in  Municipal,  Superior,  and  Small  Claims  Courts. 


Most  of  these  eviction  suits,  ("Unlawful 
charming  argot  of  the  law)  were  filed  in 
-6, 195  cases. 


Detainers"  in  the 
SF  Municipal  Court- 


The  1985  figures  represent  an  increase  of  32X  over 
comparable  1982  figures  for  filings  in  Municipal  Court, 
compiled  by  your  SFTU  Eviction  Watch  Project  Volunteers. 

Looking  backwards  through  the  voluminous  Court  records  tells 
that  since  the  halcyon  days  of  1971  (not  that  long  ago) 
there  has  been  over  a  200X  increase  in  court  action  designed 
to  separate  San  Francisco  residents  from  home  and  hearth. 

And  that’s  not  all.  We  didn’t  stop  with  the  Courts.  We 
even  went  to  the  Rent  Board!  And  we  uncovered  a  455!  increase 

in  "Reports  of  Wrongful  Eviction"  filed  with  the  Rent 
Stabilization  Board  since  1982. 


On  top  of  that  amazing  number  the  Rent  Board  also 
that  they  are  receiving  over  2,000  eviction 
complaints/inquires/  contacts  per  month, 


tells  us 
related 


A  representative  sample  of  eviction  cases  filed  betwen  1980 
and  1984  show  that  a  disproportionate  number  of  the  tenants 
undergoing  Court  action  tend  to  be  from  neighborhoods  with 
larger  numbers  of  blacks,  seniors,  low  income  and  third- 
world  people. 

TOP  TEN  NEIGHBORHOODS 

The  top  ten  neighborhoods  for  rate  of  eviction  suits  were: 
Visitation  Valley,  Hayes  Valley,  Western  Addition,  Potrero 
Hill,  Bayvi ew„ Hunters  Point,  Ingleside,  Inner  Mission,  South 
of  Market,  Crocker-Amazon,  and  Civic  Center-Tenderloin. 

These  "top  ten"  eviction  suit  neighborhoods  had  percentages 
of  their  rental  housing  involved  —  that  were  from  2  1/2  to  7 
times  worse  than  the  average  (mean)  citywide  percentage. 

Listen  to  Jim  Faye  of  Eviction  Watch:  "These  figures  point 
to  a  tragic  and  intolerable  situation  that  must  come  to  an 
end,  or  San  Franciso  as  we  know  it  will  come  to  an  end.  The 
present  Rent  Stabilization  has  clearly  failed  because  of  a 
tragic  flaw:  Vacancy  Decontrol."  * 


(Under  the  diabolical  "Vacancy  Decontrol"  system, 
apartment  is  vacated,  through  fair  means  or  foul, 
may  be  raised  any  amount.  The  incentive  to 
obvi ous. ) 


CONTRIBUTIONS 

This  newsletter  can  only 
be  produced  with  the 
active  participation  of 
many  people.  We  encourage 
and  need  your  contribution 
no  matter  how  small.  Send 
us  useful  information,  art 
work,  stories,  newsclips, 
poetry  or  whatever,  so  we 
can  assemble,  an  inform¬ 
ative  and  interesting 
newsletter.  The  Tenant 

Times  will  be  as  eclectic 
as  the  stuff  we  get,  which 
befits  a  SF  publication. 

JOIN 

Become  A  Member  &  Receive: 


once  an 
the  rent 
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Faye  goes  on:  "We  estimate  that  these  'visible’  Court 
evictions  point  to  an  equal  number  of  ’ invisible’  evictions 
that  never  see  the  inside  of  a  Courtroom.  This  means  that 
over  27,000  San  Francisco  tenants  have  been  displaced  just 
last  year." 

The  Eviction  Watch  Project  has  released  a  Summary  report 

entitled:  "The  Big  Kickout:  Who's  Leaving _ and _ Why”.  The 

report  is  available  from  the  San  Francisco  Tenants  Union, 
558  Capp  ST.  SF  94110  for  $5.00  postpaid. 


SFTU! 


TUFblicy 

Effective  January  1986, 
the  SFTU  counselling  poli¬ 
cy  is  as  follows: 

— We  will  provide  phone 
counselling  to  MEMBERS 
ONLY  on  a  "member's  hot¬ 
line."  New  members  are 
notified  of  this  number 
when  they  join. 

— Non-members  must  come 
into  the  office  to  receive 
counselling.  At  that 

time,  they  may  either  join 
the  SFTU  or  make  a  minimum 
donation  for  the  services. 
We  suggest  a  donation  from 
$3  to  $25  depending  on  in¬ 
come. 

— We  will  only  provide 

counselling  for  free  on 

Fridays  between  lOam-lpm. 

This  decision  to  abandon 
phone  counselling  to  non¬ 
members  was  very  difficult 
to  reach  but  the  initial 
response  to  it  has  been 
positive.  Priority  coun¬ 
selling  to  members  means 
more  now  than  it  had.  The 
requirement  that  tenants 

must  now  visit  the  office 
means  more  intensive 
counselling  and  an 

improved  understanding  be¬ 
tween  the  counsellor  and 
tenant.  A  new  intake  form 
has  been  designed  to 
quickly  ascertain  import¬ 
ant  information  about  the 
case,  and  which  will  also 
be  very  useful  for 
statistical  purposes.  Fi¬ 
nally,  the  TU  is  on  much 
stronger  financial  footing 
essenti-al  for  our 

continued  existence. 

1986  promises  to  be  a 
year  of  organizational 
growth  with  new  services 
and  a  rejuvenated  commit¬ 
ment  to  organizing  tenants 
to  further  the  gains  that 
have  been  made  over  the 
past  decade.  We  sincerely 
thank  those  individuals 
and  groups  who  have  con¬ 
tributed  in  so  many  ways 
to  the  SFTU  in  recent 
years.  We  want  to  encour¬ 
age  others  to  get  involved 
in  the  Battle  for  San 
Francisco.  We  who  live 
and  love  this  city  must 
stand  up  and  fight  for  it. 
Otherwise  we  lose.  The 
streetcar  is  rolling. 


►  PRIORITY  PHONE  COUNSELLING 
ON  THE  MEMBERS  HOTLINE 


•THE  NEWLY  REVISED  SFTU 
TENANTS  RIGHTS  HANDBOOK 


•  THE  TENANT  TIMES  NEWSLETTER 

•  ACCESS  TO  OUR 

RESOURCE  CENTER 

ANNUAL  MEMBERSHIP  DUES  ARE: 

$15  Low  Income 

NAME 

_  $25  Individual 

ADDRESS 

_  $35  Household  (2  or  more) 

CITY 

ZIP 

_  $55  Sustainer  (includes  a 

PHONE  (D) 

-HU 

ation  with  a  lawyer) 


DATE 


_ New  Member _ Renewal _ 

_ I'm  interested  in  volunteering  some  time  with  SFTU.  Please  call  me. 

_ I  do  not  want  to  join  now,  but  here  is  a  donation  of  $ _ . 


Volunteering  at  the  Tenants  Union  is  not  like 
joining  the  military.  We  won't  put  you  into 
uniform,  humiliate  you  or  order  you  to  kill,  we 
Hill  ask  you  to  make  a  committment  of  time — as 
little  as  an  hour  a  month  to  help  us  distribute 
this  newsletter  or  a  few  hours  per  week  if  you  have 
the  time.  We  want  your  mind  and  spirit.  Bring 
your  body  too  if  you  like.  We're  looking  for  a  few 
good  people  who  want  to  become  Tenants  Union 
counsellors  and  organizers — we'll  train  you  and 
teach  you  everything  we  know.  We  want  folks  who 
can  type,  wordprocess,  write,  draw,  talk  on  the 
phone.  we  desperately  need  skilled  people  who  know 
hew  to  raise  $$  and  can  help  us  deal  with  the 
media.  We're  flexible  (some  may  say  too  much). 
Wfe  re  even  nice  people  (for  the  most  part) .  You 
don  t  have  to  sign  an  oath  of  allegiance.  We  just 
want  to  keep  this  important  organization  open  and 
actively  helping  tenants  across  the  city  learn  and 
use  their  rights.  We  want  to  keep  people  in  their 
we  asking  too  much?  Call  Jim  Faye  at 
282-5525  Mondays,  Wednesdays  or  Fridays  or  return 
the  attached  form  if  you  want  to  volunteer. 


